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—The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address -- 

THE REPLY FILED 30 October 2003 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 
Therefore, further action by the applicant is required to avoid abandonment of this application. A proper reply to a 
final rejection under 37 CFR 1 .1 13 may only be either: (1) a tinnely filed amendment which places the application In 
condition for allowance; (2) a timely filed Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee); or (3) a timely filed Request for Continued 
Examination (RCE) In compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

a) ^ The period for reply expires 3_months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) EH The period for reply expires on: (1 ) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever is later, in 

no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

ONLY CHECK THIS BOX WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN TWO MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 

706.07(f). 

Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1 .136(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1.136(a) and the appropriate extension 
fee have been filed is the date for purposes of determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension 
fee under 37 CFR 1 .17(a) is calculated from: (1 ) the expiration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office action; or 
(2) as set forth in (b) above, if checked. Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of the final rejection, even if 
timely filed, may reduce any earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

1. n A Notice of Appeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2. n The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new Issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . 

3. n Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 



4. n Newly proposed or amended clalm(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 

5. |^ The a)n affidavit, b)D exhibit, or c)^ request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 

application in condition for allowance because: See Continuation Sheet . 

6. n The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner In the final rejection. 

7. n For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)^ will not be entered or b)IEI will be entered and an 

explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the clalm(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim (s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: 1. 

Claim (s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

8. n The drawing correction filed on is a)n approved or b)n disapproved by the Examiner. 

9-D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

10.D Other: 
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Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: of the reasons of record and the following 
comments. First the argument relative to the economy of titrant volume Is not commensurate in scope with the claim which is volume and 
time independent. Additionally in this respect, the three seconds given in the argument is the very best example found In instant table 1 
which shows a clear variation depending on the type of reactor and the positioning of the detector in the last three columns of the table 
Also these results are for an optical detector which has a faster response than the electrode type detector used in the Nagy reference * 
Paragraph 58 of the instant specification teaches in the last sentence that using an electrode type detector requires less that 15 seconds 
When this IS compared with the 200 analyses/hour that is the maximal rate for the Nagy reference (column 6. lines 36-37) requirinq 1 8 " 
seconds per analysis the purported advantage is almost none existent. Further if the titration follows the special circumstanses described 
in column 6, lines 4-19 in which the titrant flow is started from other than zero, the purported titration time difference potentially goes away 
or even changes such that the titration time of Nagy is less than the instant titration time. Relative to the argued difference in titrant 
volume, It IS noted that the total flow rate in the Nagy reference, 5-10 ml/min, is only about 2.6-5.3 times greater than the flow rate of the 

i™ ?if onn ?nn"4" '^.I^'!"""',. ""^/.y^" ^'^"^ '^^^^ ^"""^ volumes were incorporated into the claim, the titrant savings is a far cry 
from the 200-400 times that is alledged by applicant 

Relative to the combination of references examiner notes that the Nagy reference uses a flow reversal in that the titrant flow rate changes 
using an jsosoles nangle pattern (column 5, lines 47-62) to produce two titration curves. The Lopez Garcia referfence shows that this is 
because the titrant concentration overshoots the equivalence point in both directions. The Nagy reference also teaches a programed 
control of he itrant flow rate with a direct feed back being involved. Since the manner in which this feedback is used is not clearly taught 
one of skill in the art would have recognized that feedback has been used to control the titrant flow based on a detector signal the Becket 
reference. Since the manner in which the titrant is changed is taught by Nagy, the Becket reference would have shown that the detector 
signal can be used to contro the Nagy flow rate program based on appropriate changes in the signal. Thus the Becket refernece does not 
change the Nagy method of titrant flow, but teaches that the detector signal can be used to control it through a feedback manner Also 
??o"hH u applicant is directed to In re Sneed 218 USPQ 385. 389 (Fed. Cir. 1983) and In re Keller 208 USPQ 871 880 fCCPA 

1 981 ) showing that a secondary reference does not need to be physically combinable with the primary reference to render the invention 
under review obvious Regarding the motivation to combine, there is ample motivation in each reference to show the benefit of making 
the proposed substitution or change. . -larMny 
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